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Introduction 
Isolated natural features, whether gla- 
cial (e.g., kames, drumlins) or erosional 
(hills of cirucumalluviation, knobs, mon- 
adnocks) were often indiscriminately 
identified as "mounds" by pioneer 
landowners, and such early misinterpre- 
tations have frequently been buttressed 
by years of subsequent tradition, often 
with considerable exaggeration and 
romanticism. Even today, non-archaeolo- 
gists, girded more with wishful thinking 
than scientific information, are often 
prone to accept any bump on the horizon 
as an "Indian mound." 
Nor does a liberal college education pre- 
vent the credulous from being fooled. In the 
early 1960s, an Ohio University undergrad- 
uate working for the Institute for Regional 
Development got excited when the univer- 
sity president's secretary called to say that 
the president was curious about an Indian 
mound he had spotted while looking out a 
picture window at a cocktail party. Alas, the 
natural feature proved to be only an ero- 
sional knob of weathered limestone - and 
the beginning of one student's prolonged 
and profound disillusionment with aca- 
demic administrators. 
Franklin County was heavily glaciated 
and is home to a number of natural fea- 
tures that have mistakenly been labeled as 
prehistoric burial mounds. Prominent 
among these are the so-called Shoaf 
Mounds (Figs. 1, 2), the remnants of which 
can still be seen northwest of the intersec- 
tion of Obetz Road and Parsons Avenue, 
about a mile east of U. S. Route 23. 
Geology of the Shoaf "Mounds" - The 
first detailed mapping of the surface 
deposits in south-central Franklin Co. 
was accomplished by George D. Hub- 
bard (Hubbard et al. 1915). A small por- 
tion of his map is presented in Figure 3, 
which shows a large rectangular area of 
"terminal moraine" east of the Scioto 
River Valley and north of Shadeville, with 
a linear extension of isolated segments 
extending northward along Parsons 
Avenue, in Sections 9, 10, 15, 16, 21, and 
22 of Hamilton Township. This clearly 
includes the area of the Shoaf "Mounds" 
in the eastern part of Section 16. The text 
simply states that "The moraine and 
kames that extend 2 miles northward 
from Shadeville may have been built in a 
notch or reentrant of the ice front" and 
does not specifically mention the ridge of 
moraine or till extending further north 
along Parsons Avenue. 
No more detailed mapping of the Shoaf 
"Mounds" is known. Goldthwait's 1958 
map of glacial deposits of Franklin 
County indicates the area north of 
Shadeville, in Hamilton Townships, as 
well as the area of Baker Hill, just to the 
north of the Marion Township line, as 
"kames and eskers" but does not indi- 
cate the irregular line of rises in between, 
along Parsons Avenue. The same is true 
of the larger scale Glacial Map of Ohio 
(Goldthwait et al. 1961). 
Kames and eskers are often intimately 
associated with terminal moraine but are 
distinguished by being water-laid 
deposits left by glacial meltwater at or 
under the ice margin. Kames and eskers 
are stratified deposits, unlike ground and 
end moraine. Terminal or end moraine 
accumulates at the ice edge, as the ice 
melts, so it is deposited parallel to the ice 
margin as unstratified masses of till. 
Unfortunately, no detailed study of the 
deposits along Parsons Avenue has been 
made subsequent to Hubbard's work. 
Construction work and Phase II archaeo- 
logical survey of the proposed Andover 
housing development in 1995 (Murphy 
199513) included study of several trenches 
excavated across the width of three nat- 
ural rises. Location of the trenches and 
cross sections are shown in Figures 4 
and 5. In Figure 4, a portion of the project 
map for Andover housing development 
provided by Deltar Corporation, the 739, 
740, and 741 foot contour intervals have 
been highlighted to show the linear and 
connected nature of the glacial features. 
The cross-sections shown in Figure 5 
show the asymmetry of the ridge, and the 
considerable amount of slope erosion 
due largely to years of cultivation. 
The western end of the trench through 
the southernmost ground swell is shown 
in Figure 6, where the shiny impressions 
of the teeth on the backhoe bucket 
clearly indicate a substantial amount of 
clay in the till. The gravelly, unsorted 
nature of the subsoil is also clearly 
shown. Figure 7 shows a close-up of the 
unweathered gravelly substratum as 
revealed in an excavation for a manhole. 
None of the exposed substratum 
revealed any signs of bedding or stratifi- 
cation and the deposits included consid- 
erable amounts of clay. The greater 
thickness of the cores of these three 
"mounds," lack of pebble orientation, and 
somewhat greater proportion of sand and 
gravel lend merit to Hubbard's interpreta- 
tion. Although it is questionable whether 
the term "terminal moraine" would be 
used today, it is evident that we are 
dealing with glacially transformed till. 
One problem with identifying this linear 
feature as a terminal moraine is the north- 
south orientation, for end moraines obvi- 
ously are oriented perpendicular to the 
direction of ice flow and retreat. The 
Shoaf deposits would require glacial 
movement along an east-west axis, an 
interpretation contrary to the Pleistocene 
history of the area. Rick Pavey of the 
Ohio Division of Geological Survey has 
noted that the Shoaf feature is more likely 
an instance of sub-ice fluting, a stream- 
lined molding of the till by moving ice into 
low ridges, parallel to the direction of ice 
flow (Pavey, pers. comm., September 6, 
2006). This interpretation would explain 
the kame- or esker-like form of the Shoaf 
deposits and the absence of stratified, 
water-laid material in their composition. 
They are in effect ground moraine (till) 
that has been overridden by a later 
advance that has thickened and molded 
the deposit, without the influence of gla- 
cial meltwater. 
History of the Shoaf "Mounds" 
Many "mounds" are indicated on early 
maps of Franklin County, notably Brand's 
1883 wall map (Fig. 8) and Caldwell's 
1872 atlas (Fig. 9). Both indicate two 
mounds on the land of John Shoaf, but 
they also so label huge glacial landforms 
such as Spangler Hill, at the intersection 
of Route 23 and Rathmell Road, and 
Baker Hill in the north-central portion of 
Hamilton Township, with nothing said as 
to their natural or prehistoric nature. 
Williams' 1880 History of Franklin and 
Pickaway Counties cursorily mentions 
several mounds in the township but does 
not address the Shoaf Mounds. 
Wetmore (1888) lists two Shoaf 
Mounds in his catalog of mounds in 
Franklin County but makes no comment 
on their nature other than that they had 
been nearly leveled by cultivation. His ref- 
erences to mounds on Baker and Span- 
gler Hills suggests that he realized that 
these large masses of glacial till were nat- 
ural features but it remains unclear how 
he interpreted the Shoaf "Mounds." Wet- 
more's work is important for his descrip- 
tion of the two O'Harra mounds, located 
about a half mile north of the Shoaf 
Mounds. These are merely an extension 
of the low ridge on which the Shoaf 
Mounds lie, and Wetmore notes that a 
large portion of the southern O'Harra 
Mound had been removed for gravel. No 
prehistoric artifacts were reported from 
these large-scale excavations. Having 
been dubbed "mounds," though, they 
remain so, like the Shoaf mounds, 
without there being any evidence of pre- 
historic human activity. 
W. C. Mills, in his 1914 Archeological 
Atlas indicates a series of no fewer than 
thirteen mounds stretching along the 
west side of Parsons Avenue a distance 
of six miles, from South Columbus to 
near Spangler Hill, including the Shoaf 
Mounds. Dancey (1984) has demon- 
strated the unreliability of Mills' Atlas, and 
since Mills' original data have not been 
preserved, the precise location of each of 
these mounds cannot be determined; but 
he probably simply relied upon the Brand 
and Caldwell county maps. At some point, 
the two largest Shoaf mounds were given 
the trinomial designation 33-Fr-24, lending 
further credence to the ill-founded belief 
that they are artificial prehistoric features. 
Once such misinterpretations become 
embedded in the popular mind, they are 
difficult to correct, in large part because 
people want them to be lndian mounds. 
The existence of recent place names 
such as Indian Mounds Park and Indian 
Mounds Apartments are recent accre- 
tions without historic foundation and 
have no relevance to the question of 
whether the Shoaf "Mounds" were used 
as burial grounds in prehistoric times. 
1995 Study of the Shoaf "Mounds" 
Preliminary work on the Andover 
housing project in the spring of 1995 drew 
attention to the Shoaf Mounds and raised 
the perennial question of whether they 
were prehistoric burial mounds. The author 
was requested by Samuel I? Boyd of Deltar 
Corporation to conduct a Phase I literature 
review and field reconnaissance of the 
construction site, in response to claims 
made by Mark Henderson that the site 
incorporated three large Adena mounds "in 
a semi-lateral line parallel to the Scioto 
river." Mr. Henderson also reported six flint 
"leaf points" that were shown to Martha 
Otto, who "expressed strong indications 
that they were indeed Adena points." 
When pressed for more precise prove- 
nience, however, Mr. Henderson informed 
the Ohio Historic Preservation Office that 
the.points were found well to the west of 
the low ridge of which the Shoaf Mounds 
are a part. Clearly, Mr. Henderson wanted 
to believe that these were prehistoric burial 
mounds. Careful surface survey of the 
Andover project area revealed only one 
small, unutilized lamellar flake of light Flint 
Ridge flint. This was found about five 
meters east of the ridge and the same dis- 
tance north of the southern boundary of 
the property. Found on the surface, it is 
culturally undiagnostic and in any case 
lacks sufficient context to related it to the 
Shoaf landform. 
Henderson's belief that the Shoaf 
Mounds were Adena clashes with the 
opinion of Ohio Department of Trans- 
portation archaeologist James Addington, 
who wanted to believe that they were 
Hopewell burial mounds. Addington, at 
the behest of Ken Irwin of the Ohio 
Council on Native American Burial Rights, 
made "a quick reconnaissance" that was 
cut short because of rain. There are a 
number of errors of fact in his report, 
beginning with his belief that the site lies 
on an ancient Scioto River valley "upper 
terrace": the site actually lies on an inter- 
fluvial plain modified by deposition of late 
Pleistocene till and not on a stream-cut 
terrace. Both Addington and Henderson 
described a large "borrow pit" east of the 
mounds but this is nothing more than a 
natural depression typical of the "swell 
and swale" topography of t i l l  plains. 
Addington examined the excavation for a 
manhole, which he dubbed "Feature 2" 
but misinterpreted the soil profile, imag- 
ining a "relatively uniform topsoil or loam 
from the top to the bottom of the cut at 
about 6 ft. below surface" [a total of 11 - 
12 feet below the top of the mound]. 
Actually, there is a ca. six inch layer of 
brown Eldean silt loam topsoil that con- 
trasts strikingly with the subsoil. 
Addington also suggests that the "topsoil 
to a depth of at least 12 feet is so weath- 
ered that any traces of aboriginal basket- 
loading have disappeared." This is not 
correct, and the soil profiles agree well 
with the description of Eldean silt loam 
provided by McLoda and Parkinson 1980: 
32-33). As shown by the cross-sections in 
Fig. 5, all of the rises have a substantial 
core of unweathered till. If the material 
had been deposited by aboriginal bas- 
kets, loading would have been well-pre- 
served. The northern and southern rises 
have a maximum elevation of about five 
feet above the surrounding plain, but 
excavations for sewer lines and 
exploratory trenches excavated for the 
Phase II archaeological assessment 
revealed as much as twelve additional 
feet of unweathered gravelly till in the 
cores of the these hillocks (Murphy 1995) 
Finally, Addington is simply wrong in 
stating that these features "are consistent 
with other sites along the Scioto Valley, 
which have been identified as Hopewellian 
earthworks." Even when plowed down, 
burial mounds usually display a degree of 
symmetry that is not shown by any of the 
features in the Andover project area. They 
also reveal substantial amounts of artifact 
and human detritus. 
Conclusions 
There is no evidence supporting inter- 
pretation of the Shoaf "Mounds" as prehis- 
toric burial grounds. No artifact material or 
features suggestive of human occupation 
have been found on or near these rises 
and careful study of excellent cross-section 
exposures support the contention that they 
are simply deposits of glacial till. No natural 
or prepared "ground floor" is present at the 
base of these landforms, as they are an 
integral part of the underlying ground till. 
Much the same conclusion was reached 
by Bruce Savage of Geotechnical Consul- 
tants, who examined the project area on 
June 5, 1995. These conclusions were also 
accepted by the Ohio Historic Preservation 
Office, and construction was permitted to 
proceed. The Shoaf Mounds remain a 
prime example of how natural features can 
be mistakenly identified as man-made 
burial sites and the mistake entrenched in 
the popular mind by hearsay, oral tradition 
and wishful thinking. 
References 
Brand, G. J., and Co. 
1 883 Map of Franklin County Ohio. 
Columbus: Publ. by G.J. Brand 8 Co. 
Caldwell, J. A. 
1872 Caldwell's Atlas of Franklin Co. and of 
the City of Columbus, Ohio. Columbus, 
Ohio: J.A. Caldwell & H. T. Gould. 
Dancey, William S. 
1984 The 191 4 "Archaeological Atlas of 
Ohio": Its History and Significance. 
Paper delivered at 49th annual meeting, 
Society for American Archaeology, 
Portland, Ore. 
Goldthwait, Richard P. 
1958 "Geology and Water-bearing Properties 
of the Unconsolidated Deposits," p. 17- 
22 in, J. J. Schmid, The Ground-water 
Resources of Franklin County, Ohio. 
Ohio Dept. of Natural Resources, Divi- 
sion of Water, Bulletin 30. Columbus. 
Goldthwait, Richard P., George W. White, and 
Jane L. Forsyth 
1961 Glacial Map of Ohio. U.S. Geological 
Survey. Washington, D.C. 
Hubbard, G. D., C.R. Stauffer, JA. Bownocker, 
C.S. Prosser, and E.R. Cumings 
191 5 Geologic Atlas of the United States. 
Columbus Folio. Washington, D.C.: 
U.S. Geological Survey. 
McLoda, Niles A. and Robert J. Parkinson 
1 980 Soil Survey of Franklin County, Ohio. 
Washington, D.C.: USDA, Soil 
Conservation Service. 
Murphy, James 
1995a The Shoaf Mounds: Phase I 
Archaeological Literature Survey and 
Field Reconnaissance. Submitted to 
Samuel F? Boyd, Deltar Corporation, 
June 12,1995. 
1995b The Shoaf Mounds (33Fr24): A Phase II 
Archaeological Assessment. 
Report submitted to Deltar Corporation, 
Columbus, Ohio, June 22, 1995. 
Thomas, Cyrus 
1 891 Catalogue of Prehistoric Works East of 
the Rocky Mountains. (Smithsonian 
Institution, Bureau of American 
Ethnology, Bulletin 12). 
Washington, D.C.: Gov. Printing Office. 
Wetmore, Prosper M. 
1888 Earthworks of Franklin County, Ohio. 
Ohio Archaeological and Historical 
Quarterly 1 : 340-347. 
L I Figure I. (Murphy) View of remnant of the southern Shoaf  wound, looking northeast into the complet~i Andover housing pmlect. 
- 
Figure 2. (Murphyl Distant view of south- 
ernmost gmundswefl in Sndran Mound 
- 
Park (center) and remnant of Shoaf 
Mound 2 (r~ght). 
Figure 3. (Murphy) PotTion of geoEogic map 
(Hubbard 191 5) showing rrregular Etne of "terminal 
rnorame" runntng northward from Spangler #IN, 
rncluding the Shoaf Mounds. 
Figure 5. (Murphy) Cross sections of the three backhoe trenches excavated across the northem {A), 
cenfd  (B) and southern 0 of the Shoaf Mounds. Note the asymmetry of the cross-sections (includ~ng 
the undtsivrbed subsort) and the farge amwnt of eroded topsort and swbsorl on either srde. 
Frgure 4. (Murphy) Portron of Andover housing 
project map with 739, 740, and 74 1 foot contours 
highlighted to show the linear nature of the 
deposits. A, B, and C locate the backhoe trench- 
es excavated during the Phase N stu*. 
F~gure 6. (Murptly) The western end of the trench Ftgure 7. (Murphy) Unweathered gravelley substratum, as revealed ~n an excavatron fora man- 
through the southernmost ground "Shoaf Mound" hole in the southern of the two Shoaf landforms. No strattfrcatton, beddtng, or basket-loadfng 
groundswell. The 6 cm scale marks the base of the IS present. 
subsoil. Note the shiny rmpressions of the teeth on 
the backhoe bucket, which clearSy indrcate a subs tan- 
trai amount of clay m the till, and the gravelly, unsort- 
ed nature of the subsoil. 
"mounds". 
